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INTRODUCTION

The decade of the 1960's has witnessed an ever-increasing demand by
members of the teaching profession for a greater voice in the determination
of policies affecting the educational system. Teachers are pressing for a
more active role in what has previously been considered an administrative
function.

The two most influential organizations leading the struggle for
increased influence in evolving school board policies are the National
Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT).
The NEA is a historical professional association of educators, including
both teachers and administrators. The AFT is a teachers-only organization
affiliated with the AFL-CIO. The AFT was organized in 1915 by a disaffected
group from the NEA.

The process which enables the teaching profession to be directly
involved in the development of school policy has been defined differently
by the NEA and the AFT. The NEA refers to the process as "professional
negotiation," and the AFT refers to the same process as "collective bar-
gaining." Some respected authorities not connected with either the NEA
or the AFT have asserted that there are no differences, or only relatively
unimportant ones, between these pTocedures.1 There is a need for termi-
nology to eliminate the semantic problem involved in the discussion of
these procedures T:hich will allow teachers to analyze collective action
without associating the terms adopted by any particular organization with
the process involved. Regardless of the procedure adopted or how it is
labeled, it is desirable to evolve terminology that does not prejudge or
appeal to prejudge the issues that are faced when teachers as a group
negotiate with school boards.2 To reduce emotional charge and to avoid
a modal term, "collective negotiation" will be used here to embrace the
idea of developing policies cooperatively.

The Problem

Michael Moskow, a former employee-relations consultant for the
Philadelphia Board of Education, recently stated:

The dramatic changes that have taken place recently
in the National Education Association and in the American
Federation of Teachers clearly indicate that some form of

1Myron Lieberman and Michael H. Moskow, Collective Negotiation for Teachers
(Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1966), p. 2.

2Ibid.
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collective negotiation will be widely used in future years
to determine the salaries and conditions of employment of
public school teachers.3

The fact that collective negotiation has been and will continue to
be a major issue in public education can be documented by the many officially
adopted written procedures and the legislation that has been enacted in
several states.

As of September 20, 1965, some 388 professional agree-
ments, in 35 states, had been filed with NEA. There are
probably additional hundreds of professional negotiation
agreements, copies of which have been filed with NEA; per-
haps a total of as many as 1,000.4

By February, 1966, seven states had enacted statutes requiring
boards of education to negotiate with designated representatives of their
teaching staffs.5 The differences among the statutes often reflect basic
issues which must be resolved in the light of relevant experience under
the statutes. Certainly, future legislaticn should take advantage of what
has already been accomplished in this area.6

Oregon is one of the states which has enacted legislation dealing with
collective negotiation. Senate Bill 186 became a law early 4n 1965 when
Governor Mark O. Hatfield officially signed it. The bill was sponsored by
the Oregon Education Association (OEA) and met some resistance from the
Oregon School Boards Association (OSBA). The AFL-CIO strongly opposed
the bill because it removed teachers from the provisions of collective
bargaining.?

The evidence suggests that the incidence of collective action between
educators and their boards of education is increasing rapidly in the state
of Oregon. Since the passage of SB 186, there have been over 100 agree-
ments drawn between teachers and their school boards.8

3Michael Moskow, "Recent Legislation Affecting Collective Negotiation for
Teachers," Phi Delta Kappan, XLVII, No. 3 (November, 1965) pp. 136-140.

4T. M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann, and Martha L. Ware, Professional
Negotiation in Public Education (New York: Macmillan Co., 1966) p. 18.

5Lieberman anc. Moskow, op. cit., p. 447.

6Ibid.

7Moskow, op. cit., p. 136.

8lnterview with Roy E. Dancer, Director of Professional Services, OEA,
September 13, 1966.
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The present study represents an attempt to deterrnIne the attitudes
of Oregon teachers and principals toward the basic issus of this growing
phenomenon in the education profession. In addition to dealing with
educators' attitudes toward collective negotiations, this study deals
with their attitudes toward a related activity--sanctions.

Definition of Terms

Cottective Negotiation. A generic term that includes all forms of
collective action by employees when discussing condittons of employment
relationships with employers. This term includes both collective bargaining
and professional nec,otiation.

P/totimsionat Negotiation. A term developed by the NEA referring to
a set of procedures, written and officially adopted by the local association
and the school board, which provides an orderly procedure for the school
board and the local association to negotiate on matters of mutual concern,
to reach agreement on these matters, and to establish educational channels
for mediation and appeal in the event of impasse.

Sanct,i_onz. A means to prevent the violation of a right or responsi-
bility. "Sanctions," as defined by the NEA, wean "censure, suspension or
expulsion of a member; severance of relationship with an affiliated
association or other agency; imposing of a deterrent against a board of
education or other agency controlling the welfare of the schools; bringing
into play '2orces that will enable the community to help the board or
agency to realize its responsibility; or the application of one or more
steps in the withholding of services." The strike is also considered a
type of sanction in the study.

Leve. The distinction between the elementary school and the
secondary school. For purposes of this study, the elementary level will
comprise grades 1-6, and the secondary level grades 7-12. The junior high
school was eliminated from the study.

PO4 ition. The distinction between the classroom teacher and a
person assigned to administrative duties.

Summary of Review of Literature

A review of the literature in the field of collective negotiations
and sanctions makes clear that a major revolution is taking place in the
public schools. Complacency is being replaced by a militant corps of
teachers. The following conclusions have been reached as a result of
this investig,ation:

1. The insistence of members of the teaching profession to be
collectively engaged in policy determination had its beginnings in the
last decade of the nineteenth century.
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2. There are more men entering the teaching profession, which accounts
in part for the demand of teachers to be engaged in decision-making.

3. Men and women teachers of today are far better educated than at
any time in history. This, too, helps to explain the demand to be actively
engaged in the formulation of the policies which affect them.

4. The concept of "democratic administration" has gained acceptance
in the education field.

5. The AFT and the NEA have been engaged in a power struggle. iro

overt signs of a lessening of that struggle are visible, although Lieberman
predicts a merger of the two organizations in the future.

6. The concept of collective negotiations in education was formalized
in 1962 after the UFT victory in New York City.

7. There has been a shift in the power base in the public schools.
As a result of increased membership in their organizations, teachers are
gradually attaining a position from which a certain degree of power may be
exerted.

8. The major distinction between collective bargaining and professional
negotiation is the climate in which the negotiations take place.

9. The major distinction between a "sanction" and a strike is that
strikes are considered to be unprofessional.

10. Public employees have the legal right to join any organization
of their choosing, and the right of employees to negotiate with their
employers is gaining acceptance in many states.

11. The right of a public employee to strike is generally denied
by statute.

12. The right of school boards to delegate their authority is unsettled
in the courts and in the minds of those concerned.

13. The roles of the superintendent and the principal in collective
negotiations are the subject of much controversy and speculation.

14. The review of literature covered the events as of January, 1967.



DESIG-,1 OF Tu. qTUDY

Attitude scnles are designed to elicit emotional responses rather
than responses that are the product of the experience and association of
the respondent to the topic under study. Guilford states that there is
a positive correlation between what people say on a subject and what they
will do about it.9

any Oregon educators have been directly involved in the procedures
of collective negotiation; many have been indirectly involved; and many
have had no extv2rience whatsoever with collective negotiation. The state-
ments that are a part of the Collective Action (CA) Scale of this study
have been constructed to minimize the possibility that fitst-hand
exnerience with collective negotiation would be a factor in the response
to any particular item.

The design and methodology employed in this study are a partial
replication of the study done in North Carolina by Patrick T1. Carlton,
in 1966. The Carlton study was limited to the variables of sex and
position. This study utilized the format of Carlton's study but broadened
the scone of investigation by the inclusion of a third variable, level
of employment, i.e., the distinction between elementary and secondary
school positions.

A further point of departure from the Carlton study was the
separation of the items in the Collective Action Scale. The Carlton study
combined the collective action and sanctions items into one composite
score for each subset, as was indicated by the fourth assumption given
below. The present study sought to make a clear distinction between
collective negotiations and sanctions. Therefore, the 15 items in the CA
Scale that deal exclusively with collective negotiations were combined
and are referred to as the CA-I Scale, and the 15 items that dealt
exclusively with sanctions were combined and are referred to as the CA-II
Scale. The reason for this distinction is that the two concepts appear
to be completely independent of one another.

Two attitudinal measures were employed so that some degree of
cross-validation could be effected. The Kerlinger Education Scale I
was used in addition to the Carlton Collective Action Scale. A pilot
study was conducted during the summer of 1965 by Carlton which yielded
results which indicated that the two scales measured effective responses
in a similar manner. The ES-I Scale results correlated with the CA
Scale results should yield valuable information in assessing the attitudinal
consistency of the educators involved.

9
3. P. Cuilford, Psychometric methods Clew York: McGraw -hill Company,

1954) n. 457.
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Data Gathering Instruments

Collective ActLon ScaZe. The CA Scale is a 30-item Likert-type
scale designed to elicit attitudes of educators toward sanctions and
collective actl.on by teachers. The scale developed was based on the
following assumptions: (1) that attitudes are quantitatively identi-
fiable and therefore can be assigned score values, (2) that attitudes
are on a continuum from strong agreement to equally strong disagreement,
(3) that an undecided attitude occupies a neutral or middle position on
the continuum, and (4) that collective negotiation is made up of at least
two complementary fncets--the negotiatory process, and sufficient coercive
force to assure near equality of the parties involved. These were assumed
to he non-separable characteristics.

The scoring of the CA Scale was from one to five. The CA Scale has
a total of 30 statements. Fifteen statements were designed so that
agreement indicated a favoratle attitude toward collective negotiations
or sanctions, and 15 statements were designed so that agreement indicated
an unfavorable attitude toward collective negotiations or sanctions.

The CA Scale was comnosed of two separate elements. Items 1, 2,
5, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 28, and 30 deal primarily with
the aspect of collective negotiations. Items 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 13, 14,
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 29 deal primarily with sanctions of
one type or another. The items were incorporated into one scale with
the order of the I and II items randomized.

The scores for any individual would fall between 15 and 75 on either
the CA-I Scale or the CA-II Scale. The scores above 45 indicated attitudes
that tended to be favorable toward collective negotiations or sanctions,
depending upon the ::scale being considered, and the scores below 45 indicated
attitudes that tended to be unfavorable toward collective negotiations or
sanctions. The score of 45 indicated a median or neutral point on the
CA Scale.

Kektinget Education .Seal I. The ES-I Scale, a 20-item, Likert-
type inventory, measures two basic factors underlying attitudes toward
education, Progressivism and Traditionalism. There has been considerable
discussion in educational circles with respect to the apparent dichotomy
in. educational values and attitudes. The educational schism corresponds
well to the liberal-conservative dimension, but it has certain characteristics
which suggest that the words "traditionalism" and "progressivism" might
be annropriate. 10

Kerlinger suggests that individuals can be categorized by a traditional-
progressive dichotomy and that certain individuals will exhibit the
cleavage more than others, depending upon their positions, knowledge, and

10
Fred N. Kerlinger, "Progressivism and Traditionalism: Basic Factors of

Educational Attitudes," Journal of Social Psychology, num (1958) p. 111.
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experience in education. Emphasis in the traditional viewpoinc is more
on the teaching of svbject matter for its own sake, and a considerable
amount of importance is paced on the hierarchical notion of relationships,
i.e., impersonal superior-inferior relationships. The status quo attitude
is dominant.11 The progressive viewpoint emphasizes the problem-solving
approach with children's interests and needs considered basic to education.
Warmth in interpersonal relationships is stressed, and liberal social
beliefs are thought to be the avenues through which education can initiate
social change.12

Because the ES-I Scale is a method of determining whether an individual
is inclined to adhere to liberal social beliefs (progressivism), or conser-
vative status quo philosophy (traditionalism), a comparison with the
responses made on the Collective Action Scale seems appropriate. The CA
Scale measured favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward what might be
considered an attempt by members of the education profession to initiate
social change, i.e., collective negotiation on matters that have been
historically considered to be an administrative function, and the appli-
cation of sanctions as a means of forcing demands.

The ES-I Scale constituted a total of 20 items. The A items, 1, 2,
5, 7, 8, 9, 15, 16, 17, and 20, were highly saturated progressive statements.
The B items, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, and 19, were highly saturated
traditional statements. The 20 items were incorporated into one scale with
the order of the A and B items randomized.

Scoring of the ES-I Scale was accomplished by the use of a seven-
point Likert-type scale. The scoring was done separately for both the
A items and the B items. For both the A and B sections individually,
a high score of 70 was possible and minimum score of 10. A score of 40
was considered a neutral point.

Population and Sample

The population involved in the study was all of the teachers and
principals of public schools in Oregon with the exception of those in
the junior high schools. The sample draws from those personnel on file
with the State Department of Education as public elementary or high school
teachers and principals.

Information about the population under study was obtained from the
1965-66 personnel cards on file with the State Department of Education.
Additional female elementary principals were drawn from the 1966-67 files
because of the limited number available from the 1965-66 cards.

11Ibid., p. 112.

12Ibid.
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The population was divided by three criteria: sex lavel, and
position. The division produced eight separate cells, each with a
distinct porulation. The subsets were: male elementary teacher; female
elementary teacher; male secondary teacher; female secondary teacher;
male elementary principal; female elementary principal; male secondary
principal; and female secondary principal.

The research instrument was sent to each person in each of the eight
subsets, i.e., 200 male elementary teachers, 200 female elementary teachers,
200 male secondary teachers, 200 female secondary teachers, 193 male
elementary principals, 141 female elementary principals, 159 male secondary
principals, and 4 female secondary principals. The female secondary
principals cell was so small that a sex x level x position interaction
analysis was not attempted.

The research design included 100 subjects for each of the subsets
with the exception of female elementary principals and female secondary
principals. When a subset accumulated over 100 responses, a table of
random numbers was employed to limit the subset size to 100. The sending
of more questionnaires than were actually needed allowed for a change of
position from last year, and a crtain percentage of non-respondents.
Table 1 provides details of the sample size, which includes a summary of
the percentage of response from each subset and the total response percen-
tage. Table abbreviations are as follows: Male (A), Female (F), Elementary
(E), Secondary (S), Teacher (T), and Principal (P).

TABLE 1

SAMPLE SIZE AND RESPONSE PERCENTAGE

Subset Used Received
Total
Sent

Total %
Received

M E T 100 120 200 60.0

F E T 100 107 200 53.5

M S T 100 107 200 53.5

F S T 100 101 200 50.5

M E P 1,2:0 128 193 66.3

P 95 95 141 67.4

M S P 100 122 159 76.7

F S P 3 3 4 75.0

Overall 698 782 1297 60.4
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Data Gathering Procedure

The subjects chosen to respond to the instruments were contacted by
mail. A first class letter was sent to the subjects requesting their
participation and cooperation. The contents of the envelope were: (1)

a questionnaire which included the ES-I Scale, the CA Scale, a biographical
data sheet, and an endorsement from Keith Ooldhammer, Associate Dean,
School of Education, University of Oregon, and (2) a stamped, self-addressed
return envelope.

Two weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up post card was sent
to those who had nct yet returned the completed instrument. Six weeks
after the initial mailing date, a second attempt was made to encourage the
subjects who had nut yet returned the instrument to do so. The second
attempt consisted of a letter urging the cooperation of the subject.

The instrument was designed to insure anonymity (no signature block);
therefore, a coding procedure was used to facilitate the follow-up process.

Procedure in Anal sis of Data

Analysis of the data was accomplished through use of the Control Data
3300 computer, The program was written in the computer center at Oregon
State UniversI::.y. The data were initially punched onto cards which were
fed into the computer for analysis.

Two basic statistical tools were emplo7ed during the study--the
Pearson-product moment correiation, and a thee-way analysis of variance
using a least squares solution.

Pearson-product moment correlations were used to determine if there
were any significant relationships between the scales. Correlations
were computed between the CA-I and ESI-A, the CA-I and ESI-B, the CA-II
and ESI-A, and between the CA-II and the ESI-B scales. The correlations
were computed for each of the following subsets: male elementary teachers,
female elementary teachers, male secondary teachers, female secondary
teachers, male elementary principals, female elementary principals, male
secondary principals, and female secondary principals. Three-way analysis
of variance was used to determine whether there were any significant
differences in response within the sample population. Since thete were
only three female secondary principals, a standard analysis of variance
could not be used. Therefore, a least squares analysIs of variance,
which accounts for disproportionate cells, was employed. The design was
laid out so the analysis of variance table would be as follows:

Source df

Mean 1

Sex 1

Level 1

Position 1

Sex x level 1

Sex x position 1

Position x level 1

Error 691
Total 698
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As outlined in Table 1, a random sample of Oregon educators was
selected, numbering 1,297. The number of returns that were used in the
design was 698. There were 782 questionnaires actually returned (60.4%),
and a table of random numbers :a as employed to delimit the amount to 100
for each subset. This randomization procedure was used in all cases where
there were over 100 responses in any particular subset. The returns
were classified into eight categories based on sex, level, and position
of Oregon educators.
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ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

The purposes of the study were Lo (1) identify, (2) describe, (3)
measure, and (4) compare the attitudes of Oregon educLtors toward collective
negotiations and toward sanctions. The Kerlinger ES-I Scale, which measureb
progressive-traditional educational values, was used as a method of cross-
validation with the attitudes indicated by the response to the CA-I
(collective negotiations), and the CA-II Scales (sanctions).

The Pearson product-moment correlatio and a three-way analysis of
variance using a least squares solution wre the statistical tools
employed. There is some evidence that the use of a least squares solution
with unequal cell frequencies provides a more powerful test.13 The t test
of significance was not used because tl-ere were very few significant F
ratios.

In the presentation of results, the null hypothesis was tested for
the various situations under study. In interpretation, acceptance of the
null hypothesis indicated that the relationship reported was not significant;
rejection of the null hypothesis indicated a significant relationship. The
null hypothesis states that any relationships found may be due to sampling
error for a given number of observations. Thus, to reject the null
hypothesis, actually, is to accept the fact that the relationship reported
is not due to sampling error at the stated level of significance. The
same type of interpretation exists for the correlations and the F ratios
reported in this chapter.

Correlation

Correlations were run to determine the relationship between the. CA-I
Scale (Collective Negotiations) and the ESI-A Scale (Progressivism);
between the CA-I Scale and the ESI-B Scale (Traditionalism); between the
CA-II Scale (Sanctions) and the ESI-A Scale; between the CA-II Scale and
the ESI-B Scale. The hypotheses were all stated in the null form. There-
fore, an acceptance of the hypothesis indicated no significant correlation
and a rejection of the hypothesis indicated a significant correlation.

The eight subset results indicating the relationship between collective
negotiations and progressivism are given in Table 2. The null hypothesis
was rejected in five of the eight subsets included in the design. Those
subsets showing a rejection of the hypothesis were the male elementary
teachers, male secondary teachers, male elementary principals, female
secondary teachers, and female elementary principals. A rejection of the
null hypothesis indicated *Ilat there was a definite relationship between

13
B. J. Winer, Statistical Principles in Experimental Design, (New York:

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962) p. 224.
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the scores on the Collective Negotiations Scale and the scores on the
Progressivism Scale. The null hypothesis was accepted in the case of the
remaining three subsets, which meant that there was no apparent relation-
ship between the scores of the two scales.

The subset results indicating the relationship between the scores on
the Collective Negotiations Scale and the scores on the Traditionalism
Scale are given in Table 3. The null hypothesis was accepted for seven of
the eight subsets. The only subset for which the null hypothesis was not
accepted was male secondary teachers. Acceptance of the null hypothesis
indicated that there was no significant relationship between collective
negotiations and traditionalism.

The subset results indicating the relationship between the scores on
the Sanctions Scale and the scores on the Progressivism Scale are given
in Table 4. The null hypothesis was accepted for seven of the eight
subsets. The null hypothesis was rejected for female secondary teachers.
Rejection of the null hypothesis was evidence of a significant relation-
ship between the scales.

The results of the eight subsets with respect to the relationship
between sanctions and traditionalism are given in Table 5. The null
hypothesis was accepted for five of the eight subsets, which indicated
that there was no significant relationship between sanctions and tradition-
alism. The subsets for which the null hypothesis was accepted were male
elementary teachers, female elementary teachers, female secondary teachers,
female elementary principals, and female secondary principals. The null
hypothesis was ,ejected for the remaining three subsets, an indication
that there was a significant relationship between the two scales. It
should be noted tat in two of the three subsets, the relationship, while
significant, was negative in nature.

Analysis of Variance

A three-way analysis of variance was used to determine the difference
in attitudes of Oregon educators with respect to the variables of sex,
position, and level. The interaction between sex and level, sex and position,
and level and position was also determined. A separate analysis was run
to determine the attitudes of Oregon educators toward collective negotiations,
sanctions, progressivism, and traditionalism. The hypotheses were all
stated in the null form.

The attitudes of the Oregon educators surveyed with respect to
collective negotiation are found in Table 6. There was a significant
difference in the attitudes of principals and teachers toward collective
negotiation based on their position. There were no significant differences
in attitudes from a standpoint of sex or level. There was no significant
interaction within the collective negotiations analysis.
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The attitudes of the Oregon educators surveyed toward sanctions are
found in Table 7. Two of the six sources of variance within the analysis
indicated a rejection of the null hypothesis. The position source of
variance data indicated that there is a significant difference in the
attitudes of the principals and teachers toward sanctions. The level x
position source of variance data indicated that there is a significant
interaction between the level and position of Oregon educators with respect
to sanctions. The data in the remaining four sources of variance indicated
an acceptance of the null hypothesis; i.e., no significant differences
were found in the remainder of the sanctions analysis.

The attitudes of the population tested toward progressivism are found
in Table 8. The data from all six sources of variance within the analysis
indicated an acceptance of the null hypothesis. The acceptance of the
null hypothesis for the variance of sex, level, or position indicated
that there were no significant differences in the attitudes of Oregon
educators toward progressivism. The data in the sources of variance of
sex x position, sex x level, and level x position showed no significant
interaction anywhere within the analysis.

The attitude of Oregon educators toward traditionalism are found in
Table 9. The data from five of the six possible sources of variance
indicated an acceptance of the null hypothesis. In accepting the null
hypothesis, the data from the sex, position, or level source of variance
indicated no significant differences in the attitudes of Oregon educators
toward traditionalism in educational matters. The sex x position, and
level x position sources of variance indicated that there was no significant
interaction among Oregon educators within these sources of variance. The
null hypothesis was rejected for the sex x level source of variance, an
indication that there was a significant interaction between these two
variables.

Conclusions

1. Low but significant correlations between attitudes toward
collective negotiations and progressivism were found in five of the eight
subsets. Generally speaking, those respondents holding progressive view-
points tended to favor collective negotiations, and vice versa.

2. Male secondary principals and female elementary teachers indicated
no relationship between collective negotiations and progressivism.

3. With the exception of male secondary teachers, no significant
relationship was shown to exist between collective negotiations and
traditionalism. The significance evident in the male secondary teachers
subset was probably a result of their high score on the Collective Negotia-
tions Scale.

4. No significant relationship was found between sanctions and
progressivism, except in the subset of female secondary teachers. The
correlation obtained there was probably a result of the high score on
the Progressivism Scale.
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5. Five of the eight subsets saw no relationship between sanctions
and traditionalism. Male secondary teachers and male elementary principals
perceived these two concepts as inversely related. Male secondary
principals showed a positive relationship which was a result of a neutral
score on both scales.

6. Generally speaking, Oregon educators are a homogeneous group
with respect to theil attitudes toward collective negotiations, although
a significant difference does occur between principals and teachers.

7. Male teachers tended to be the most favorable toward collective
negotiations.

8. Female teachers scored relatively high on the Collective Nego-
tiations Scale; therefore, no ri!mificant difference was found relative
to sex. This finding is not consistent with the prevailing thought
pertaining to female non-activism.

9. There was no significant difference in the attitudes of Oregon
educators toward colletn:ive negotiations based on the level at which they
were employed.

10. Principals in Oregon tended to respond in a more neutral
fashion with respect to statements dealing with collective negotiations,
although male elementary principals indicated a near favorable attitude.

11. A significant difference was found in the attitudes toward
sanctions based on the position of Oregon educators. Teachers and principals
held different views with respect to sanctions.

12. Generally speaking, teachers were more favorable toward sanctions
than were principals, although the mean score for both groups was nearer
the neutral position. Male teachers were significantly more favorable
toward sanctions than were female teachers. Female elementary teachers
indicated an unfavorable attitude toward sanctions.

13. Principals, particularly female principals, tended to display
an unfavorable attitude toward sanctions.

14. There were no significant differences in the attitudes of Oregon
educators toward progressivism in educational matters. The majority of
the educators involved tended to hold a progressive viewpoint with respect
to educational matters.

15. Generally speaking, the majority of the educators involved in
the study tended to hold a somewhat neutral position with respect to
traditionalism.

16. The responses to the progressivism and traditionalism scales
were generally consistent, indicating the respondents held a clear-cut
belief system. Male elementary principals were the most consistent in
this regard, scoring high on the Progressivism Scale and below the neutral
position on the Traditionalism Scale.


